DOCUMENT RESUME ° °

-t

*

*

ED 213 492 PS 012 677

.AUTHOR . +-Condry, Sandra; Hayhg, William A, -
TITLE ‘ Re:ﬁrt on Pilot Test Of Impact .and "'In-Depth Measures.

Chijd and Family Mental-Health Project. ‘ .
INSTITUTION UrMan Inst. for Human Services, Inc., San Francisco,
® ' CA. ' ’
SPONS AGENCY Administration for Children, Youth, and Families -
(DHHS), Washington, D.C. S
. PUB QATE [80] - N
CONTRACT HHS-105-77-1057
NOTE ) ., 25p.; For related documents, see PS 012 674-676.
EDRS PRICE MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. . -
"DESCRIPTORS Data Collection; -*Evaluation Methods; *Family
.| Programs; Longitudinal Studies; *Measurement
M /”%echniques; Measures (Individuals); *Mental Health
‘Programs; Pilot Projects; *Research Design; Sampling;
: Training . :
IDENTIFIERS *Child and Family Mental Health Project; *Project
Head Start - <.
ABSTRACT =~ K .3
C This document reports, the pilot test-of the two
components of ‘the.Child and Family Mental Health (CFMH) Evaluation
Project -- the impact evaluation component and ‘the in-depth
_evaluation- component. (The impact evaluation‘is designed to determine
' the effects of the two primary preyention models of service and
,activities on the CFMH Head -Start programs ‘as compared to their
.designated~controls. The in- th evaliation”is designed to assess
the effects of the CFMH'S pﬁw&prevantive activities on Head Start
children, families,. staff, center atmosphere.) First, the :
. document specifi:s the précedures to be usédein the pilot study for
selah ing programs and samples of Head Start children, teachers, and
parents, outlines observational schedules, and discusses procedurqs
for the recruitment, hiring, and training of staff. Next, the
document briefly reviews the instrumesits selected for the evaluation
and ekplicates the conditions of use, revisions, ,and permissions
attained to use the instruments’. Finally, the,&site monitors' field
operat{ons‘,ﬂ. data management procedures are described. .7
(Author/MP) . J . o v

e
D -

J

***‘***************.t*******‘************************:k***************t****

* Reproductions ‘supplied by EDRS are the best that can Be.ﬁade L%

* . from the original document. *
AR AR R R R R R R AR R R AR R R AR R R R AR AR R R R R R R AR R R R AR R RRRRRARARRRRRRRRRRRRRRR AR AR RN




~

N
2
A
i
o
o
wJ N
S
<
)

PREPARED BY:

¥ U.8. DEPARTMENT OF EBUCATION
NATIONAL INSTl'I’UTE OF EDUCATION
\ EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

{ -
/ .
4 . . . !
.

CENTER (ERIC}

7! Ths document has been reproduced as

recorved from the person or organestion v . (3 '
ongmating 1t

KMm changes have been made to improve
reproduchon qualny

[ Pomu of view o oc»mom stated in this docu

mént do not necessanly represent offical NIE
position or pokcy I

THE URBAN INST.ITUTE FOR
HUMAN SERVICES,

1330 GOUGH STRE
SAN FRANCISCO,

.,
3

ET

CA.

INC. ~~

9'410‘}

. .REPORT-ON PILOT TEST OF
IMPACT AND IN-DEPTH M
MEASURES .

3

CHILD 'AND FAMILY MENTAL HEALTH PROJECT

4
A .- / r .
. o .
CONTRACT NO. HHS '105-77-1057
. )
AUTHORS : b
SANDRA CONDRY, PH.D.
WILLIAM A. HAYES, PH.D.
’ <« -
¢
PREPARED FOR:
STEVEN MARTINEZ, PH.D., PROJECT OFFICER
RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND DEMONSTRATION

DIVISION _
ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH .
AND FAMILIES | ;
OFFICE OF HUMAN.DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20201 _ .

T




-\

-’

The Spring data collection ‘site visits were designed to obtain
process evaluative data and to pilot test both the measures and proce-
dures to be used in the impact,and in-depth evaluations in Phase III. ”
The process evaluative data wece to'have been collected in all €xperi-
ngntal and Control sites as the post-test for Phase II. At the time data
collection was schéduled to begin, the Office Management and Budget (OMB)
had not granted approval to use the pnocess instruments previcusly design-
ed and field tested The collection of process\data was postponed and
subsequently cancelled after approximately twogweeks of a five week data

~

collection schedule had passed‘
4
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N The pilot studies of the impact and in=-depth evaluation proceed-

ed as the previously published measures to be used did not require OMB
. N
approval. Procedurally, the major ramification of canc lling the process

"data collection was the loss of an opportunity to asses$ the impact of

collecting process, impact and %P-depth data on a aingle site visit as
requ;red in Phase III of the evaluation.
. ) ) ;
The impact evaluation is-designed to determine the effects of
the two primary‘prevention models of servlce and Activities in the CFMH

Head Start programs ‘as coﬁpared to their designated controls, The in-

'depth evaluation is designed to be a giver-tuned aegessment of primary

preventive activities’'on Head Start children, families, staff and center
atmosphere. The in-depth evaluation focuses on a subsample og the CFMH

> 4 . .

centers and will emphasize observations made by a third party. The in-

| depth.evaluation complements the impact evaluation by providing more
r .

intensefand precise assessments of program impactv
h The contract scope of work stipulates that the fpilot study of
i#pact ﬁnasures be performed at a minimum of four Head Start sitea: Two
of. the sites had to be'experimental programs and two had to be control
prograns Of - the two experimental programs, one was to be a Mental

Health Worker Model and the gther a Community Resource model. The con-

,
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tract also specified that the pildt testing of in-depth nfeasures’ wére to
be conducted in two programs--one an experimeptal and one a program.

h . . /
These stipulations defined the parameters withinwhich site selections

]
~ were made. ) * .

' S . ' A
Selection of Pilot Programs ',

et e

9

Within'the~parametérs explicated by the contract, there were
several adl&tional considerations influencing the selection process. To
be maximally zgneficial it was jydged that- the programs selected for -
the impact and in-depth pilot studies shouid be characterized by: ' (a) the

y use, of a range of primary preventive activities in order to test the
sensitlvity of’ the measures to reflect the‘impact of d variety of inter-
vention strategies; (b) “the 1mp}ementation of primary preventive acti-
vities which offer some promise ,of being éffectivEL and/(c) the.use of
primary activities that were generally representative of the range‘gf )
experimental and control programs It was furthek decided to selegt at
least.one Head Start program with multiple centers some distance from
each other. Such a center would allow the field procedures to be tested
by the logistical chaglenges offered by geographically ‘dispersed centers.

~ Finally, cost consid uggested that we select Head Start programs
in close, proximity for the pflot test. * Therefore, ¢dngiderations of
travel cost were given priority over any advantages offered by the use
of sites yoked as experimental and.control. -With these constraints in

»

- .
mind, the selection process .progressed through several stages. .
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The CFMH Experimental programs were categorized into_Mental
Health Worker and. Corﬁhnity Rasourcé modefs. Descriptive information on
//each Experimental program was compiled from program- grant proposals,;
" the Urban Institute for Humdn Services' '?hasenI Report, and information "~
'gathered during the Fall 1979 site visifs (i.e., site monitor reports
. and pyocess interviews with the Mental Health~ PFDJZders) From these
sources was abstracted information.on the size of the program (e.g.,

numer of children enrolled, the number of centers) A the administrative

.
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functioning of the program (e. g., extentiof staff turnover and internal
politics); the activity of the CFMH pn0ject (extent of parent participa—
tipn, the types of activities); and eractical logistical iﬁEormaEion
(availability of space for interviewing teachers and parents, amount of
.class time when children anf teachers could be observed ~quality of
local interViewers, cooperation of parents, extenf“ﬂf perceived physical

danger to outsiders). ] - : T v
Experimental programs'were eliminated from consideration as a
i R pilot site if'this information indicatbd: a relatively inactive CPMH
® project; significant Head Start personnel problems; per€eived physical
danger to Urban Institute for Human Services' field persons; or non-
representativene%s of Head Start program (i.e., very large of very snall
. .program, completely urban program, ‘unique relations with-other agencies
such as a public school system or a migrant program). As intended, only
a few programs remaine& from which to seléct one Mental Health Worker
model and one Community Resource model. Since any of these few programs
were appropriate choices, a quasi-random selection wag made. The Commu-

nity Resource Experimental program selected Indiana, Pennsylvania, and

the Mental Health Worker model program selected, was Georgetown, Texas.

"9

The ACYF Regional offices wére contacted to determine if\\TRr—“'

selected programs Were An compTiance with the Head Start mental health
gu\ﬁelines The Support Services Contractors were also contacted to
discern whether they had information that would indicate that these

were inappropriate choices The two programs Indiana, Pennsylvania and
Georgetown, Texas were readily acceptable to the ‘Support ServiQes Con-

—— tractors and the programs mental health components were in compliance

' ,,\‘

with federal guidelines.

‘
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SampleﬁSelection
. ) * ' . A Y ‘
é?/ The {mpact and in-depth pilot tests required that samples of ~
ad Start, children, teachers, and parents be selected The contract

! stipulated sample sizes of 20 and 40 children for the impact and in-depth
. pilots, respectively. It was decided to makg the child the sampling unit
. and link the parent to the child selected. Therefore, the child and

parents'’ eamples were selected in one procedure.
]

‘ - [ 4
' The siae df tne population from which the child sample was

selected was }educed by just selecting centers and classrooms from which &
the sample would be drawn. Centers within Head Start programs were
selected to tedbce the amount of travel neeessary to observe all children
.in th‘e sample. Within these centers, ¢lassrooms were selected in a. 3
mannez‘that allowed child observers the option of\spving to another class-
room to observe other children within the same day

.
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Within a sample classroom, letters.were Bent to parents to

obtain written permission to allow their child to ‘participate as well
as to obtain their consent to be interviewed The actual selection of
the fhild was made by the child obsefver after entering the selected
classrodm. From a list of children whose parents had provided’written
‘ consent and who were pregent, the child‘observer selected'from 4 to 5
children equally divided between girls and beyq Thus, a child became )
N a paxt of the sample only if /he/she was observed. .
- N . | L
v - Teathers and'teather aides were included in the sample‘gnly
if their classroom was ;3$Qsted and children in the classroom were
eelected in child aamplge; The‘number of teachers/to be included in
the sample was not dpecified in the contract lA decision was made to ‘/x
e

maximize the number in order to maximize the set of data on which futur

“~ evaluative ang polic§ dbcisions are based and to decrease the time any /e
individual teacher must dévote to rating the children in his/her class.
. . N ! '
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.Observational Schedules

\

-

The number of hays reduired to complete data collection on

.

v

each sité was partially determined by sample size, the amobnt of time-
required to complete each measure, the number of observations to be ’
made, and,thé availability'of key Head Start'personnel. These factors,
ih turn, dete&miged the length of the number o% days on each site.

Since the observations were the most costly measures used, the schedule
was designed to maximize the probability that the required number of

M <

obsérya;ions were made. .
All children were to be observed and their behavior cqded on
two- different accasions. Since one child observation required approxi-
mately one hour, two observers whuid'require four to five horniﬁgs to
complete the required 20 sets of observafibns for' the impact evaluation.
Therefofe, the impact site vis;ts were scheduied for one'week. The .

in-depth samples of 40 children féquired a two-week schedule, schedules

. L]
of observations were prepared to allow each observer to be in each class-

room once in four or flve days. .Observations were scheduled tovgllow
50% of the child and teacher observations to be made simultaneously and
507 to be made at different times. The procedure was designed to '
determine the differential effect of having one-versus-two obsgr&érs in
the classroom. The pairing af child and .teacher observers was‘rota(ed 80
that each child obsetver and each teacher observer was matched at least
once during a week of.observations. A sample schedule of child and
teacher observation is attached as Appendix A. The opti 1 observation
/F: é&}ld or-
.teacher on gcheduled observation days, and scheduling difficulties.

7

schedule was modified in practice to adjust fot absencejo

a
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Recruitment and Hiring of Field Staff Ty

»

.
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The impact and in-depth evaluations required three types of
) g

field staff' A usf monitor was needed to direct the data collectiom
teams at each Head Start program. OQbseyversg were needed to make child
& - . .

| >
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and teacher observations as well as intﬁ;view Head Start teachers.

Interviewers, who were residents of the ¢ities in which the Head

Start programs were located, were neeQed.to\igterview Head Start®
o .
. parentSa ¢ ‘
il - /
WA -

Recru tment for Site Monitors and observers involved the
circulation of job announcements to: the colieges and univere}ties in the
Bay Aréa and the Californﬂh Department of Employmenth As well, an
Gdvartisement: was' placed in the employment section of the San Francisco
newspapers. A further eearch for Spanishrspeaking applicanes for the
observer positions was‘cofiducted by contacting employment, counselors,

. N |4 ~ .
selected faculty members of Bay Area colléges amd-universities, and by
soliciting the aid of directors of La Raza and ethqic studies programs.

. The applications. resulting from the job announcements were
' Jreviewed- and screened by the research scientist in charge and ranged on
the basis of general research, interviewing, classroom and obsergation
experience. Selected applicants were invited to be interviewed During
/thc—tﬁterview, the specific requirements of the positions were explained

In the case of applicants~for observers positions, it was emphasi\éﬁ

that observers would only be sent to the field if he/she achieved an
80X reliability scqre on the observatdonal measure on which he/she would

be trained ol
{ .
The outcome‘of tde'procees led to the hiring of nine'Site )

- Monitors (skven for the field teams and two altermates) anll ten observers
(4 field team, child observers end‘l alternate; 4 field team teacher
observers and*l alternate). The alternates were hired for the training
period only. Their assignment to the field team was contingent upon a

‘vacancy becoming available.
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Training of Site Monitors : ) . )

’ b ’ ' L .
¢ ‘_ ¢

The trainiqg of Site itors was. divided into two seasions.
égynprior to the site development visits

(March 12-14, 1980) an additional three day session (April 7-9, 1980)

was conducted after the site dev;lopment visitsy but before the data

{ /.
collection visits.. Copies of the training schedules are reflected on

Three days of training_took plac

. the following.pages. gThe thrust of*theftraining was to: ‘(1) provide a

5

§ite Monitors wifh the philosophy and proérams of Head Start' (2) Jpro-

vide a det‘iled description of the CFMH program; (3) yrovide a complete

undexstanding of the CFMH “Evaluation Project' and (4) ‘train Site Monitors

on the use of data cellection instruments. The second training session

included a debriefing discuSSion on site development, ‘training on the ' < T

.use of the CFMH log, a sessibn on training interviewers to administer

1

, pg;ent interviews, a refresher training on interviewing technigues, and

a session on administrative procedures.

" Training of Observers . , /'“

»”»

The training of Child and Teacher Observers was_conducted in

© two parfe. The first part of the training was conducted'in two parts. L .

Thé first part of the training was conducted by SkI-International.

During this part of the, training the Child and Teacher Observers were

“trained separately. The agenda and format of the training sessions yere

very similar. 1In both cases, trainees needed to become familiar with
the physical format’pf/theTzoding system, the code names‘for the behavior

catEgorieg, the contents of each oategory and its boundaries. . ’ .

*
s

The second part of the training was conducted by the staff of

the Urban Institute for Human Services: On the last day, training of

4

observers and Site Monitors was combined. ‘A detailed description of the -

r .

observer training follows.




/ Training by SRI-International. Ome week before a training

session started, the Urban Institute mailed a training packet -(provided
by giI—International)‘to each observer. This packet introduced the
behavior codes used by the observation system, with definitions and
example behaviors. Traindes were tbld to know the codes by th gﬂrst
training session, using the exercise sheets included with the patket,

to fac¢ilitate learning. lhe training, agenda was briefly outlined (see .
AppendixiB).

»

Midafternoon on the fourth day, all observers and Site Monitors
ame to the Urban Institute to sign contracts, their contr;cts to,

receive pay checks and advances. The Impgct and In-Depth Research
Scientist met briefly with each observer individually to congratulate

the persan on hi%/her fine performgncé during ‘the training, to emeourage
him/her to work closely-with:the Site Monitor ang other observers, to be
" sensitive to Head Start relations anq\ask if there were any individual
problems which the Research Scientist should anticipate and any other

¢

phone numbers the Researeh Scientist should have. .
L ! | ‘ )

~
" The fivst two- days of the training sessions were spent b;h§§¥c7
ing and alsp testing the trainees' knowledge of the codes. Flashcar ‘

were used to ;Z'ourage speed in encoding. Coding practice was given,

using videota d vignettes of nursery schoel interactions. Each evening‘/
there w¢re homework problems which were discussed the following day.

The third through fifth days, trainees spent two hours at a local nursery
school, obsgrving and coding the behavior of the focus person. Discus-
sion of coding problems followed each observation session. Videotaped
vignettes were also coded and discussed Practice reliability—testing
start7ﬁ’on the second day and occurred each day thereafter. The sixth
and seventh days were spent solely at SRI. The final day consisted
mainly of warm-up coding and,then coding ot criterion tapes to establish
a reliabtlity score for each tr¥ainee. Feedback was provided after

v

scoring was completed by the trainer and the Research Scientist.

N




‘A1l trainees achjeved better than the requisite 80% agreemenf’<,.

with the trainer's coding. The five Teacher Observers (SRI Preschool
" Observation Instrumengs, scoréd Preschodl Observation Instrument) stored
92, 90 88, 88 and 86; the average‘jeliability score was 88.82. The
Child Observers (Prescott-SRI Child Observation Instrument) scored 94,

"93, 91, 90 and 80; the average reliability score was 89.6% agreement

4

-

with the trainers.
L - ) . / .

One.or two weeks latep, and 2-3 days before entering the
field, the observers returged to SRI-International for 1 fay of refresh-
er training. During this session, obser&érs coded-videotape vignettes,
discussea problems- arid took a shorter reliability .test. Again, all
observers achieved better than the requisite 80% agreement with the

\ltraineri Teacher Observers displayed an average score of 91.5% with
a range of ‘90-94. Child Observer scores ranged from 80-100 with an

average of 93.3%.
¢:

Observer training Ay Urban Institute staff This training
7

session lasted three days,and was the first time the two-field teams

met and worked together; A rapid pace was set and maintained because

there were so many topics to be introduced and assimiIated.

_To faci;itate the assimilation process, observers receiyed a }
second training packet two weeks before the Urban Ipstitute traininé
session. This consisted of a complete set of the teacher measures
(i.e., the CFMH Process Interview, the CIRCUS Educational Environment

~Questionnaire, the Kohn Social Competence Rating szale). The appro-

\\W oriate observers also received the Brown IDS Self-Conoébt Reference
Test. Observers were asked to familiarize themselves with each measure \
land practice administering it (see Appen&ix,q).

On the first day of training, observers met seParately from
the Site Monitors (Process-only, Imfact and In-Depth, and laternates).

'After a brief introduction by the‘Research Scientist and the CFMH Pro-’

/
3




- ject Director the Observers were welcomed and presented +an overview of-
the CFMH Project. The Research Scientist then delineated the tasks to .
be accomplished in the {cllowing thrgL days and emphasized that the
traLning meetings were to be viewed as geminars, not classes (i é:,
it was important«that_everyone*participate\by asking questions, raising
broblems, and offering'sdlutions) . The Impact and In-Dentp Site Ménitors .
as well ‘as an glternate Site Monitor were briefly introduced to the
Cbservers. The -Impact and In-Depth measures were reviewed; problems»
that had arisen in administering them were discussed. At this time, °*
Observers were informeditha% the Schedule of Recent Experiences had been
dropped fyom the In-Depth battery of measures. . Cot ..
Observers .received their training manu! and their responsi-
bilities and taskg_yere received for questions. Topics-discusged were
.\ general respons1b111tiesk‘introductory .meetings with Heaé Start staff,
child observations and teacher observations in classrooms, teacher inter-
- views, teacher, dide meetings, cﬂild interview, editing of obsetvation ’
booklets apd interviews, daily meetings with Site Monitor,'final Observer
and Site\Monitor meeting,‘on-site sampliné‘procedures and the Observer '
report (see Appendix D for greater detail). "~ The final task of the first

!
SRI-Internatiopal. 'This.task was included because SRI experience has

day was to pg\;ofm practice observétions using videotapes b‘??hwed from
shown that Observers-need to practice the codes.dailx to: retain facility
in translating observations into codes. ‘The higher refiability scores

obtained uriné the SRI reftegher training indicate the usefulness of

this additional practice. An audio tape was 'made of this.training ses-

sion. . ' . ]

\
. [
le z

The second day of Observer training at the Urban Institute for
Human Services was conducted/ELintly with Sité Monitors. After a'brief

introduction of all participants, .the morning session began with training
on interviewimg téchniques andethen ‘practice interviewigg, using«the
" Teacher-Process institument.‘® (At theytime, OMB cleéuﬂnce of this and

other Process instruments was anticipated.) Responsibility for the after-

»
’
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" noon sessibn was shared among the Urban Institute staff. The Impact and i
In-Depth Research Scientist introduced thelrole of the Observers to the . °
/

Process Site Monitors and briefly discussed the role-relativmships among

Site Monitors and ObserverS. Questions were answered. The Process

Research Scientist discussed the entrance and exit meetings to be held

by thé Site Monitors at each ptogram. "The Research, Associate discussed

. administratiue and logistical information concerning consultant fee’
N -1 : claims, expense records, itineravy, car rental, and the identification )
! C numbering system (for Head'Start programs, center and classrooms, respon- .

L]
dents, Ybservers and interviewers). Plane ticketsiwere distributed.
- Many questions were posed and answered. .Finally, all Observers and Site

, . ) Monitors signed an affidavit of confidentiality.

- , N R . . 4

0

. On the third and fourth days of training, half of the OBservers " -
N " attepded the SRI-refresher Eraining session, while the other half attended
- the Urbanlinstitute training. 'TheJImpact and In-Depth Site Monitors

attendeqd these 1ast days of Urban Institute training. The‘Inpact Site

Monitor reviewed and expanded upon the integview training provided the

ta

« previous day. Specific questions were discussed and answers provided.
Practice observations“using.videotaﬁes wete made. In the afternoon, -
\ Observers,xeceived the Observat%?n Schedules for the first week of-data
collection. These were discussed and questions were answered. ‘The In-
® °  Depth Child Observers practiced administeringnthe Brown Self-Concept

Test, including the operation of the Pplaroid cameras.

7 ' i
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. ' Impact and In-Depth Medsures

~

. -k o .
_ The procedure gnd rationale used for the selectionfof Impact

and In-Depth measures aYe presented in a previous repert entiéled R¥view

and Recoﬁmendation of Impact and In-Depth Instruqssg_. The following .
section briefly reviews the instruments selected d explicates.the
conditions of use, revIsions and,permissions attained to use the instru-

ments. Al impact and in~depth instruments were previously published
} 3

-

Impact Measures

. ‘ .
Two observation measures were selected, the SRI-Prescott Child

ObservatioQ/System and the SRI Preschool Observat on System (Adult Focus)
Both these measures are closed technical system which require highly

trained observers for implementation. A second teacher measyre is a

- portion of the CIRCUS 17 - Egueitional Environment Questionnaire. The

meadure selected to assess the impact of the CFMH Project on parents is

the Home Inventory Scale.

'

L 4

! -

The measure of impact of the CFMH Project on the child in addi-
tion to the Prescott Observation System, is the Kohn Social Competence’

Scale. This is scale to be completed by a childls teacher and also by a
teacher aide. A revised version of the Kohn Social Competenct.Scale)was

prepared to provide a parent's rating of her/his child.

SRI Observation Instruments. The SRI—Prescott Chil"Observatioa ‘

System and the SRI Preschool Observation System (Adult Focus) require
specially trained observeys, specially—developed optically scannable
booklets for recording thé data and specific miscellaneous materials

such as pens, signal boxes and earphonesl Permission to use the two
observation systems requifed earphones. Permission to u;e the two obset-

vation systems required contracting with SR] to provide observer training

‘gessions at SRI in Menlo Park, California, comsisting of 7 full-days of

\

(SN

~
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training for 6 (or fewer) persons and 1 day of refresher training for °

each system. ' - <
-1

v
-

W SR requires that~am Observer trainee attain an 80% relia-

-

e bility'rating'befére SRI yill recommend that person as an Observer.' In

the past, some train'ees‘ha\{e -ri?t:":achieved that le\;el of expertise by the
end of the training period.

In addition:‘SRI'agteed to provide the Urban Imstitute for
Human Services®with marking pens, 250 SRI Preschool and 90 SRI-Prescott
observation booklets, and to rent the necessary ;ignal boxes and’ beepers.
The Urban Institute for Human Services was to be responsigle for paying
ObserQQrs' salaries and expen;es during the’training sessions® SRI
agreed to make recommendations to Urbgn Institute for Human Services
regarding the capabilfty of each observer to collect reliable dat;. The
Urban InStttite for Human Services was to be responsible for editing,
scanning, and progessing of theﬂresulting data, and issued a fixed-price

-

purchase order to SRI accepting these conditionms.

® *

SRI was abie to provide a 'sufficient quantity of Preschool

observation booklets to cover Urban Institute needs, but they did not
have sufficient Prescott booklets. NCS, Minneapolis, possesses the
negatives for printing the booklets, but the price for priﬁting the small
-quantity needed for the Urban Institute pilot/test appeared prohibitive.
Fortunately,‘ﬁpplied Management Sciences, Silver Sp;ings, Maryland,
possessed 56 extra Prescott‘booklets, which they gave to the Urban Insti-

-

tute for Human Services. . .

CIRCUS‘17 - Educational Environment Questionnaire. Urban

" Institute received permisdion from Educational Teating Service, Princeton,
New Jersey tp prdduce and'administer 50 copies of portions of CIRCUS 17
'.nstrument via a licensing agreement. The Urban. Institute agreed to pay

a.nominal licensing fee to have each copy bear the notation:




o ¥

Copyright @1972 1974 by Educational Testing
- Services. All rights reserved. Adapted and
. reprinted under license;-and to provide ETS
. with a copy vf each variant edition. /

— J_ 4 ‘ *
. - .

AY
. Home InﬁentorgL$caIe. The Urban Institute received written

permission to reprint,gdpies‘pf the scale from the High/Scope Educational
Research Foundation. S3§:>Urban Institute was asked to print the Founda-

he copies. and in any reports.l Th?‘vrban Insti-

tion name ' and, address

-

+ tute translated the scaL@Q“nto Spanish. ' ) .

“ . ) ! Kohn Social Comperencé.Scale. This scale was developed'for
teachers of preschool cnildren. Because/the Urban Institute desired':7 K
e parent ratings of a child's social $9m§etence in addition to teacher
- ratings, we requested permlﬁsion tO(adapt the scale, as well as administer
L '_ "the classroom scale. Dr. Martin Kobn granted permission to do both and

. offered to fomment on the adapted s¢ale. In a phone conversation he

L

made severai§useful suggestions and approved the adapted version. The
Urban Institute for Human S?rvices typed add reproduced the necessary .
quantitiés {or both sCales. The Kohn Social Competence Scale for Parents
was translaxed into Spaniéh. .
- . \‘i’_ . ’ *
In-Depth Meﬁlyres- oL . l L.
" | L
B . . & . .
P b) oy — - . /

The in-depth measures included portions of the Parent Attitude ,

Inquiry and the‘!rown IDS Self-Concept Referents Test. The schedule of
Recent Experiences (SRE) ‘was dropped from the proposed battery because
of the heavy response load required by the combination of other measures,

The SRE was originally silected to provide "an assessment of the level of

pAVA

- stress in the lives of parents and ‘teachers.

\

v

. lHigh/Scope Educational Research Foundation, 600 N. River St.,
Ypslanti, Michigan 48197. (313)485-2000.
~ ,

-

o

»
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Parent Attitude Inquiry. This was'devel‘oped as an ad hec ’

measure far use with college—educated parents, as part of a broader study
of patterns of ‘parent authority, by Dr. Diama Baumgind, University of
california, Berkeley 2 Tﬁe Urban Institute requegted permission, tol\:min-

ister atsubset of the items and to revise some of the working; this permis-

sion was granf%d. : EA

, . . , /

* v

¥ Brodn‘Self-Congept Referents Test. Nonexclusive and royalty- °

freelpecmission to administer.this test Wwas granted in writing by Educa- }
tional Testing Seryice. ETS stipulated that copies carry the statement
"Reprinted by permission. Developed by B.R. Brown, Rutgers University."

Dr. Brown also gave, verbal permission to administer his tgst. The Urban °
InStltute reproduced the necessary quantities, and also produced a

Spanish translation of- the instrument.

A ;irst task in preparing the measures was to satisfy the con-
) ditions imposed by the developer; generally, this was to identify the
developer on the measure itself. A second task was to obtain Spanish o
translations of the parent and child interviﬁy measures. .This task was
subcontracted. All Spanish interview schedules were color coded.
. .

The order of administration of the parent and teaffier measures

was defgrmined. ’For the parent interview, it was decided to administer s
the High/Scope Home Environment Questionnaire'first. This is the least
judgmental of the measures, asking about specific plgythings available:
_to the child and how often the ‘parent and child do cegtain activities; it
is also brief. _The Kohn Social Competence Rating Scale was ordered second,
and before thd Process interview, to serve as thought-provoking lead-in’
into the Process instrument. The ¥ohn questions about specific types of

behaviors and how often the child performs them. (Because OMB clearance

2See Baumripd, Diana, Current Patterns of Parental Authority,
Developmental Psychology Monograph, 1971, &4 (, Part 2).

- ¥ | \ .
A n =
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" was not granted by the ‘time of the Spring data collection period, the
Kohn measure did not serve that purpose.) For the In-Depth interviews, A ‘
the Parent At{itude Inquiry was ordered last. Respondents rarely enjoy

“a long attifude inquiry, so it was deemed wise to py ent'khe post annoy-

-

‘ ing measure last. . . . .

\ . " N

. T?eiteacher measures were organized as follows: The CIRCUS
¥ducational Environment Questionnaire, two or three Kohn' Social Compe- '
" tence Rating Scales, the Spring Process interview, then the remaining
Kohns . Because the Process instrumen; %as not administered it coul?

not jhrve the function of' a respite from rating children.

.
' ’
.

All measures,.typed by the Urban, Institute or duplicated ﬁrom
develpper's copy, had the spac for name and school deleted from the
copy. Interview booklet cover:Fwere Qesigned'co disglay'the'necessary
identifying information (Head Start program ID number Center/Classroom
ip #, Respondent/lnter&iewer #, date-of interview and lengt:/f? interview
in zninutes). Covers vygre titled Parent Interviéﬁ‘,\'reacl';er nterview,
.Kohn \Social Competence Scale for Teachers, Brown IDS Selg-Concept Refer-
en}s-Test. Impact_or In-Depth was stamped in largi/block letteqe-across
the top of each cover. The coVers of interview bogklets wére color-
lcode&. It was determbned that tbe impact and in-depth measures should be ¥
conducted verbally, so as not to assume literacy. This necessitated the
"use of -a cue sheet-with the Kohn Social Competence Scale. The cne sheet
provided }he five~fhoices of answer: HARDLY EVER QR NEVER; SELDOM;
SOMETIMES; OFTEN; VERY OFTEN OR ALWAYS. Special translations were made

of all parent and child interview measures. . ///7 ~

. / , ~

[y
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N Field operations technically bégan with the initial contact .

-, .. \
¢ /\. _ i FIELD OPERARJONS -

with the Head'Start Directors. The majority of early contacts with the

pilot sites were conducted through letters, samples of which are included

in thegAppendix . The first contact' regarding the pilot test was clud-
- ed Gii‘; letter informing each program of thé up\coming site deyelopment
and data collection visits. Tentative dates were scheduled and the
Director was asked to agrge to it or in “the Urban Institute that the
date was impossibie. X second letter ir& the four pilot sites that
they had been selected. “The letter' included ga brief description-of the
Impact - and In-Depth measures, whogwoﬁld be observed and in&et%viewed, and

L
how long.the data collection visit would last. Dates were settled upon

by all fodr prograrms. * .
) . y ‘ . "
Site Development

A 1

+
~

The next Urban 'Insti'tutg contact with the pi‘lot programs was
the two-day site development visjts by the Site Monitors. As mentioned
in the previous section on Site Monitor training, the Mte Monitors
had several tasks to perform during the site dBvelopment visits. The.
- Impact and In-Depth taskg were to acquire (or develop) c.lass; rosters of
“the dample classroomns and obthin /;he"barent names and addresses. The
Sife Monitor was to determine which children were Fall Process children
and 'Wlude them in the list to whom le’tte{s were sent.  More ch{]:dren

were to be randomly selected from the‘ros‘te’rs to achieve a list of 40
(Impact) or 60 (In-Depth). The Site Monitor wae to send letters to these’
parént's requesting permission to observe (and Q:qerview) the child and

x review the ciild's records Ssee Appendi;s E). The permission slip was to
be signed and retLLned to the program This task was accomplished with
varying degrees of ‘difficulty. Three of the ﬁd( pilot programs easily

p';ov'ided cfass lists and parent add}'esses; the fourth program did not:-

*

o - ~19'

*
LR
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have class rosters avqilagle in the central office, so the Site Monitor
spent several hourslaéeembling a paruiai list,  Arrangements were/made
for the Research Sclentist to call the programs periodically to lehrn
the status of the returns of pazeet permission slips. j.‘ggge’

;;g; é secénd“?ask was to a;range!appointments with Head Start staff,
hinec. ;aes poéfible. for.entrance meetings and interviews. The two

experimental programs were very interesteq/in meeting the Observers

befpre they entered the ciassrooms to do observationsg, For these two

prog{ams; meetings‘were set up for Sunday evening, ehe‘day the Site A
Monitor and Observers.were to arriye.on site. For the two Control pro- ’
grams, entrance meetings were arranged for ‘the first day of dsta bollecfj

" tion (Monday). For the In-Depth - Control program, meetin@ﬁ@were arranged
with~;R!“Executive pirector as well as with the Head Start’ﬁirector. The '

Site Monitor of the jfwo Impact-only'programs was also able to arrange

interview appointments with the teachers (and also Head Start staff,

for Prodess-only interviews). . ‘ fjuw\\q
4 , M
. . )

Site Monit 1soe. d the availability of Intervi g
e ors.@\i_/assesse the ability nterviewers . >
and, when possibleVre‘d them. At one site, it was clear- that additional

effort would be neocessary to find Interviewérs The Site Monitors also P

assembled class schedulas’) naties of teacher aides, and made'%oqgh deter- 4
mirdations of ‘the nuéﬁer;a) Spanish translations qf measures that would ¢
be needed. ; ¢ : )

- * [

Upon returning from the site development visits, the Site Moni-
tors met with the Research Scientist in charge of the Impact and In-Dgpth
evaluation for a debrieﬁing se€ssion. - During this seéeion, the Research
Scientist was receptive te impregsions, different perspectives, suggest-
ion§ as well as objective informatizii 1§{e Monitors were able to speak ) ‘"
tb‘problems of identifying and selecting ;terviewefs and obtaining
permission of parents. In addition, the Site Monitors related effective
strategies of gaining the cooperation of staff as well as helping to .
dissipate anxiety associated with having outside personnel evaluating

programs. 5 , . .

LY
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g \ ’ Spring 1980
Table 1. Ob.servations and Instruments Completed During Site Visits
L] -
) ] Kohn Prescott | SRI Pr.|octher|f Chld|# Chld

. - CFHM Hd.St. | wi/cPw | ¥ Teacher | Hi-Sc. | Teacher SRI-Pr. sc.ob. [H.S. {w comP|w/one
Site Super. !« Dir. Provider | Coordinator | CIRCUS | Ko/PAI | & Aides | Brown sc.Ob.sy. | sy. Staff] data |ob mrls [OTAL
T "‘ ‘ . - : *
‘ Ceorgetown, X 1( 1 2 .- 10 45 %65 | 3 15 #F W 2 | 2 | - ] 264

» - L] 1 .
Indiana - 1 1 1 4 26 45 - 204" | 28 -1 17 144
1 4 * .
g , I
- k& -
, ‘Nlllsboro f %’\1 1 Pl 4 32 80 40 42 35 | 2 30
: Monroe - 1 1 1 s 26 “ | 24 29 [°-°] 10 7 1
-
- B b \//
- \ ! ' @ <3
- , . g
N . ) - . .
] ;
i . . g T )
TOTALS 1 - L2 23 129 235 7% | .121 141 4. 67 24 8

- FERAR 2l S -

/4This fighre reflects the instruments in the files as

' .t / missing. o

.

of 6/25/80.

#*Forty instruments were received, one is mlssing out of the files as of 6/2_5.

3

21 S
ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

However, the log sheet ﬂhmskﬂ‘; #5593 and 5593/9%53 seea to be.
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%o}lowing site development visits, letters were sent to all
Prograa Directors expressing appreciatioh for their:cooperation and
reminding them of the dates for upcoming data collection site visits. A
subsequent letter was sent to announce the upcoming observation and inter-

view schedules. ) P

-
. »

Dafa Collection

»
By at least the second day of the site visit, Classrodm Obser&(
L] . -
ers, Teacher Observers, and Interviewers were dispersed to begin the
data collection tasks. In add;fion to the child ahd teacher observations,

Observers administered the Kohn Social Competence Scale to teachers.

) The Interviewers had the sole sponsibility for the parent interviews.

Ihe Site Monitor conducted the{record reviews and interviewed the Head

Start staff and other key staff

. *
Table 1\reflects the number of observations<and number of

~

instruments comﬁieted during the site'v;sits. In addition to impact and

in—depth data ‘process data was collected from four Head Start directors,

4

seven MH/CFMH providers, two coordinators and one CFMH supervisor. The

use of process fnstruments for such limited data collection activities

did not violate OMS regulations.

-
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Data Management

The data manaéement:task began with the packing -and shipping
of completed instruments to the Urban Idstitute corporate -offices.  The
iite Monité; had the responsibility of shipping the data to the corporate . -

ffice before leaving the site. Upon arrival at the Urban Institute for

Human Services, the contents of each shipment were logged. The logging
procedure'was undertaken in two steps. An ini#ial count-shee {see Appen-
dix F) was used to record the number of each item and the dacz—fEceived.

Foilowing this step, all data were piied in locked® file cabinets.

t The second step of logging was performed separately‘for the
observation and interview booklets. The intervdiew booklets (teacher; v
parent, teacher: Kohns ,and Browns) were recorded individually on Impact
and In-Deﬁhh Individual Interview Log-in sheets. The Respondent/Inter-
viewer ID number wasjrecorded as well as the Child ID number in the case
of Teacher Kohns; the presence of a consent form Was recorded; the numbbr
of log and edit sheets was recorded; if the interview had been in Spanish,
As eﬁch booklet was recd!ded the ID #'s were checked

against the Data Collection Master Schedules used by the Site Monitors;

that was recorded

the consent form wagAremoved after the R/I ID number was recorded on it
and a C.F. notation was made on the booklet cover; the booklet was flip-
ped through to cheqk for completeness and incomplete was marked on the
cover where necessary.' . .
) ﬂ On the second step log-in ot/ﬂrescott and SR Observation Data
sheets, the following information was ‘Tecorded: the focus person ID num-
ber, after checking against the Masfer Data Collection Schedule; the\
Qbserver 1D number; the booklet numbers, the number of log sheets; and

for the Prescotts; the presence of a permission-to—observe slip.

~-% ¢
’ - A final edit was performed in each of the 262 SRI-Prescott and

SRI Preschool observation booklets in preparation for having the optically

Py

P
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" of data ana!’sis is in progress.

-

scannel Tﬁ~Ee Observers were retained to complete approximately 80 ,
7
hours of editing, The editing tasks included '

(a) checking the numbers written in all 1ID grids on the . A
/ . coyer and throughout the booklet}

(B) checking the sequence numbers of the observations; ‘ ~

s (¢) locating and cancelling blank, incomplej:e and illegal ' B
¢ frames;

(d) checking the size and darkness of each bible; and p

(e) checking the log sheets for problems and removing

- . the problem sheets. As well, supplementing identifying
information was added to the booklets in order to be
included on the tape of the scanned booklets. This
information included the idenfication numbers of the

y . * second observer in the Prescott booklets, the Head Start

program site number and the center/classroom identifica-
tion number. )

V.
The edited booklets were sent to Intrans for optical scanning

and conversion to magnetic tape. e raw frequency data were then shipped

to Abt Associates in Cambridges Mass. for the first stage of data analy-

sis. At Abt A;sociates, th€ frequency data from the SRI Prescott were o
transformed into a set of variableslaénpted from the National Day Care

Study and another set of variables developed by the Urban Institute's

reseagch staff. Another set of variables, including sequence variab1€5,

&
were developed\from the SRI-Preschool frequency data.. ThT second stage
'

7/ - ' & ..

- ‘ ' .




